


ADDITIONAL REMARKS. 


Read 0 Bober 5, 1790. 


WHEN the preceding observations were laid before the Lin- 

nean Society, I named the grafs in queftion Feftuca anthoxantha, 
in akufion, not only to its old generic name, but alio to the yellow 

colour'of its flowers. H-Vi- . *». i?ir In at u fe* «i»li ,?*- 1 Ji 

At the fame time I had a Secret fufpicion of its being the Feftuca 

fpadicea of Gouan’s Illuftrationes Botanica:, page 4, and Linnaeus’s 
Syftema Naturse, ed. 12, v. 2, p.732. I was almoft convinced that 
the description found in the place laft quoted had been made from 

the very Specimen above mentioned, now in the Linnean Ilerba- 
rium. I11 order to Settle this point, I lent one of my own ipecimens, 

without any remarks, to profeffor Gouan, and have juft received 
for anfwer that it is certainly his Feftuca fpadicea. To this name 
that of F. anthoxantha muft therefore give way, as the Linnean 
name has the right of priority, and is indeed very apt. 

Since my former paper was written, I have alfo collected Some Sy¬ 
nonyms of the above grafs, from the Slierardian Herbarium, part 
of which I have looked over in company with profeffor John 
Sibthorp. They are the following. ( 


Gramen paniculatum, alpinum, radice crafliftima 
ftriatis, et afperis, panicula fufea non ariftata. 
Fi/an. 7 5../-w ' ' Gf . ‘ 
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G. montanum panicula fpadicea crafTiore. fournef. Inf. 24. 

Nardus fpuria Narbonenfis. C. Bauh. Pin. 13. 

Nardus Gangitis fpnria Norbonse. Lob. Adverfar. 43. 

% 

The laft fynonym is added on the authority of Micheli, as well 
as from the defcription and incomplete figure of Lobel. Micheli 

alfo confirms the fynonym of Tournefort. 

Ilence we learn, that Linnaeus has totally mifapplied the above 
fynonyms of Bauliin and Lobel, in quoting them as belonging to 
his Nardus Gangitis. That the latter is quite a different plant, ap¬ 
pears from his own Herbarium; and Linnaeus has committed a 
greater error in his quotation of Morifon; for inftead of fection 
8, t. 13, fig. ultima of that author, the figure he fhould have 
quoted is the laft but one, the figura ultima being quite a different 
plant from all the above: and yet I am afraid the differentia fpeci- 
fica in Species Plantarum (fpica recurva) was made from too 
great an attention to this mifquoted figure**. At any rate, that 
character is very bad, as being equally applicable to the common 
Nardus ftri£ta. What is flill more unfortunate is, that the N. Gan¬ 
gitis is no Nardus at all, but appears to belong rather to Rottbollia, 
or at leaft to the fame genus with Rottbollia incurvata (Tlgilops 
incurvata Linn.), as probably does the Nardus Thomas likewife. 

The foregoing oblervations exhibit a feries of errors and mifcon- 
ceptions, which can Scarcely be paralleled in the botanical hiffory 
of any other plant, and thofe the errors of the greatefl men ; owin^ 

to which, the Anthoxanthum paniculatum and Nardus Gangitis 
have been enveloped in more obfcurity, and the labours of enqui- 

* The figure of Morifon is fo confufed, that this error could hardly be avoided. It 
is certain, however, that all his three fpilces of flowers belong to the laft figure. 
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